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DecLsion re: Howard N. Rouqhton, IIS; by Robert F. Keller,
Actinq Comptroller General.

Contact: Office of the General Counselz Procurement Law II.
Organization Concerned: National Teleccamunicationm and

Information Administration.
Authority: *4 C.F.R. 20. 56 Coap. Gem. 875. B-i90678 (15783

8-192604 (19707

An individual requcsted reconsideraticon of the
rejection of his bid as nonresponuive becaure it wan not
accompanied by a valid bid guarantee. No new evidence
demonstrating errora in fact or law uas preuented, and a request
for c conference was denied since tbe matter can be proumtir
resolved without a conference. (R1S3
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MATTER OF: Howard W. Roughton, III---Neconsideratioz

DIGEST:

l. Request for reconsideration is denied
where protester presents nei ther evidence
demonstrating any error o1: fact or :aw in
prior decision nor substantive information
not previously considered.

2. Request for conference on reconsideration
request is denied where matter can be
promptly resolved without conference.

jIodard W. Roughton III (Roughton) requests that
we reconsider our decision in HIoward W. _Roughton,_ IT,
B-192673, November 14, 1978, 78-2 CPD__ , denying
Roughton's protest of the rejection of his bid ur,der
invitation for bids (IFB) NTIA 5-78 issued by thi National
Telecommunications and Information Adminiistration,
Department of Commerce.

We helr that Roughton's bid was nonresponsive as
it was not ,. companied by a valid bid guarantee, i.e.,
a check without endorsement by the payee did not
constitute a firm commitment. Additionally, we held the
bid was properly rejected for failure to comply with
the requirements of F;'deral Procurement Regulations S
1-10.204-2 providing that when a cashier's check is
furnished as the bid guarantee it shall be drawn to
the order of the appropriate Federal agency. 11ere the
cashier's check submitted with 'che bid was only drawn
to the order of Howard W. Rougiton, III and not further
endorsed to the order of the appropriate agency.

In his request for reconsideration, Roughton re-
iterates the arguments originally put forth in his
protest, and does not present any evidence demonstrating
any error of fact or law in the original decision nor
does he provide any substantive information not pre-
viously considered. We find, therefore, no basis for
reconsidering this matter. 4 C.F.P. § 20.9(2) (1978);
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Murphy _I'aci fic Marine Salvaqe Cornpany-flecnnslderzit I .n,
O-l'JtJ8, May 19, 171t, 7U-1 CPl 386.

Roughton also rectuztv; a conference in connection
with his reconsideration request. however, our Bid
Protcnt Procedures do not explicitly provide for con-
ferences under such circumstances. See 4 C.F.R. S
20.9 (1978). it is the intent of the procedures to
effect "promplL rOsolutioln" of: reconsideration requests
and we believe a request for a conference should be
granted only where the matter cannot be resolved without
a conference. This is not such a case. See Kurz -
Kasch, Inc.--Reconsideration, 03- 1 9 2 6 0 4 , October 31,
1978, 78-2 CPD .311; Internatlonci Business Machines
Cqqjg H--Reconslideration, 56 Com.7. Gen. ;J75 (1977), 77-2
CPD 97.
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